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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to the Request for Continued Examination filed on April 23, 2010. 
Claims 1,3-18, 20-26, 28, 29, 31, and 46-50 are pending. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on April 23, 2010 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed with respect to Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
have been fully considered but they are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed with respect to Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive and/or are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

As to Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 7 and 22: 
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a. Applicant argues that Kamperman does not disclose that the compliant device will not 
decrypt locked content data without a license that is bound to the hub network of which the 
compliant device is a member. 

As rejected below, this limitation is taught by Steenkamp. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1,3-18, 20-26, 28, 29, 31, and 46-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

Applicant's originally filed disclosure does not support the limitation "wherein the server 
provides a license for content data bound to the hub network to all members of the hub network" 
(emphasis added) as recited in Claims 1,18, 26, 29, and 46. The portion of the specification 
cited by Applicant as providing support for this amendment (paragraph [0061]) certainly does 
not indicate that all/every/the entire set of members is provided a license for content data, rather 
it merely supports that only members are provided a license for the content data bound to the hub 
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network. In fact, it is clear from Applcant's specification that not every client in the hub network 
is automatically provided a license all bound content data regardless of status. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 3-6, 8, 9, 18, 20, 21, 26, 28, 29, and 46-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0168184 to Steenkamp 
et al. (hereinafter "Steenkamp"). 

8. As to Claim 1 , Steenkamp discloses a method of adding a client as a member of a hub 
network, comprising: 

detecting a client connected to a server in a hub network (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60 and 
65; request); 

authenticating said client (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60 and 65; authentication); 
authorizing said client (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60 and 65; authorization); and 
adding said client as a member in said hub network (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60 and 68; 
subscribed/registered); and 
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wherein the server provides a license for content data bound to said hub network [only to] 
members of said hub network (Steenkamp; paragraph 68, 98, and 102; licenses are granted 
(issued) only to clients who have been added as members (subscribers) of the digital rights 
network). 

While Steenkamp does not explicitly describe the situation where all the members of the 
hub network are provided with a license for content data bound to the hub network, Steenkamp 
certainly provides for all the members being granted licenses rather than just some. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include this limitation as it would simply involve 
increasing the number of members being granted licenses in the hub network and would 
therefore have a reasonable expectation of success. 

9. As to Claim 3, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising receiving 
an add request indicating said client (Steenkamp; paragraph 60; request). 

10. As to Claim 4, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 3, wherein said add request is 
received from said client (Steenkamp; paragraph 60; request). 

11. As to Claim 5, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
connecting said client to said server (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60 and 65). 
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12. As to Claim 6, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1, wherein detecting said client 
includes receiving a connection notification from said client (Steenkamp; paragraph 60). 

13. As to Claim 8, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1, wherein authenticating said 
client includes sending an identification request to said client, said identification request requests 
information from said client identifying said client (Steenkamp; paragraph 119). 

14. As to Claim 9, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein authorizing said 
client includes sending a local environment confirmation request to said client (Steenkamp; 
paragraphs 99, 201). 

15. As to Claim 18, Steenkamp discloses a method of adding a client as a member of a hub 
network, comprising: 

sending a connection notification from a client to a server in a hub network (Steenkamp; 
paragraphs 95-96; request); 

sending identification information from said client to said server (Steenkamp; paragraphs 
84, 95, 274-282; userid); and 

receiving an add confirmation at said client from said server; wherein said add 
confirmation indicates said client has been added as a member in said hub network (Steenkamp; 
paragraphs 84, 95, 274-282, 299; get subscriber confirmation indicating user account); and 

wherein the server provides a license for content data bound to said hub network [only to] 
members of said hub network (Steenkamp; paragraph 68, 98, and 102; licenses are granted 
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(issued) only to clients who have been added as members (subscribers) of the digital rights 
network). 

While Steenkamp does not explicitly describe the situation where all the members of the 
hub network are provided with a license for content data bound to the hub network, Steenkamp 
certainly provides for all the members being granted licenses rather than just some. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include this limitation as it would simply involve 
increasing the number of members being granted licenses in the hub network and would 
therefore have a reasonable expectation of success. 

16. As to Claim 20, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1 8, further comprising sending 
an add request indicating said client from said client to said server (Steenkamp; paragraph 98). 

17. As to Claim 21, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 18, further comprising 
connecting said client to said server (Steenkamp; Figure 2). 

18. As to Claim 26, Steenkamp discloses a method of adding a client as a member of a hub 
network, comprising: 

authenticating a client through an intermediary device connected to a server in a hub 
network (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60, 65, 341; authentication via proxy); 

authorizing said client through said intermediary device (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60, 65, 
341; authorization via proxy); and 
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adding said client as a member in said hub network through said intermediary device; 
wherein said client is not connected to said server (Steenkamp; Figure 2, paragraphs 60 and 68; 
subscribed/registered) . 

wherein the server provides a license for content data bound to said hub network [only to] 
members of said hub network (Steenkamp; paragraph 68, 98, and 102; licenses are granted 
(issued) only to clients who have been added as members (subscribers) of the digital rights 
network). 

While Steenkamp docs not explicitly describe the situation where all the members of the 
hub network are provided with a license for content data bound to the hub network, Steenkamp 
certainly provides for all the members being granted licenses rather than just some. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include this limitation as it would simply involve 
increasing the number of members being granted licenses in the hub network and would 
therefore have a reasonable expectation of success. 

19. As to Claim 29, Steenkamp discloses a method of adding a client as a member of a hub 
network, comprising: 

sending a connection notification from a client to a server in a hub network through an 
intermediary device connected to said server (Steenkamp; paragraphs 95-96; request); 

sending identification information from said client to said server through said 
intermediary device (Steenkamp; paragraphs 84, 95, 274-282; userid); and 
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receiving an add confirmation at said client from said server through said intermediary 
device; wherein said add confirmation indicates said client has been added as a member in said 
hub network (Steenkamp; paragraphs 84, 95, 274-282, 299; get subscriber confirmation 
indicating user account); 

wherein the server provides a license for content data bound to said hub network [only to] 
members of said hub network (Steenkamp; paragraph 68, 98, and 102; licenses are granted 
(issued) only to clients who have been added as members (subscribers) of the digital rights 
network). 

While Steenkamp does not explicitly describe the situation where all the members of the 
hub network are provided with a license for content data bound to the hub network, Steenkamp 
certainly provides for all the members being granted licenses rather than just some. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include this limitation as it would simply involve 
increasing the number of members being granted licenses in the hub network and would 
therefore have a reasonable expectation of success. 

20. As to Claim 46, Steenkamp discloses a method of reconnecting a client to a hub network, 
comprising: detecting a client connected to a hub network (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60 and 65; 
request); authenticating said client as a member of said hub network (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60 
and 65; authentication); authorizing said client (Steenkamp; paragraphs 60 and 65; 
authorization); and wherein the server provides a license for content data bound to said hub 
network only to members of said hub network (Steenkamp; paragraph 68, 98, and 102; licenses 
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are granted (issued) [only to] clients who have been added as members (subscribers) of the 
digital rights network). 

While Steenkamp does not explicitly describe the situation where all the members of the 
hub network are provided with a license for content data bound to the hub network, Steenkamp 
certainly provides for all the members being granted licenses rather than just some. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include this limitation as it would simply involve 
increasing the number of members being granted licenses in the hub network and would 
therefore have a reasonable expectation of success. 

21 . As to Claim 47, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 46, further comprising 
refreshing one or more licenses stored on said client (Steenkamp; paragraph 98; licenses). 

22. As to Claim 48, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 46, wherein authenticating said 
client includes sending an identification request to said client, said identification request requests 
information from said client identifying said client (Steenkamp; paragraph 119). 

23. As to Claim 49, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 46, wherein authorizing said 
client includes sending a local environment confirmation request to said client, and said local 
environment is a limited area defined relative to said server (Steenkamp; paragraphs 99, 201). 



Application/Control Number: 10/686,954 Page 11 

Art Unit: 2445 

24. Claim 7 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Steenkamp, as applied to Claims 1 and 18 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2005/0273608 to Kamperman (hereinafter "Kamperman"). 

25. As to Claim 7, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1 . Steenkamp further discloses 
that a [. . .] device will not decrypt locked content data without a license that is bound to a hub 
network of which the [. . .] device is a member (Steenkamp; paragraph 98). 

Steenkamp does not explicitly disclose, however Kamperman discloses authenticating 
said client includes sending a compliance confirmation request to said client, said compliance 
confirmation request requests information from said client to confirm that said client is a 
compliant device (Kamperman; paragraphs 5, 6, 29-31; authentication includes device 
compliance). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify authentication, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include compliance 
confirmation, as disclosed by Kamperman, in order to provide enhanced methods of 
authentication in a DRM network. 

26. As to Claim 22, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1 8. Steenkamp further 
discloses that a [. . .] device will not decrypt locked content data without a license that is bound to 
a hub network of which the [. . .] device is a member (Steenkamp; paragraph 98). 
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Steenkamp does not explicitly disclose, however Kamperman discloses sending 
compliance information from said client to said server; wherein said compliance information 
indicates that said client is a compliant device (Kamperman; paragraphs 5, 6, 29-31; 
authentication includes device compliance). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify authentication, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include compliance 
confirmation, as disclosed by Kamperman, in order to provide enhanced methods of 
authentication in a DRM network. 

27. Claim 10, 23, 28, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Steenkamp, as applied to Claims 9, 18, 26, and 29 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2003/0167392 to Fransdonk (hereinafter "Fransdonk"). 

28. As to Claim 10, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 9. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Fransdonk discloses said [retrieving] information from said client 
indicating whether said client is in a local environment of said server, and said local environment 
is a limited area defined relative to said server (Fransdonk; paragraphs 368-371). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the client/server, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include a local environment, 
as disclosed by Fransdonk, in order to provide geographic access criteria in DRM networks. 
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Fransdonk describes retrieving information from said client indicating whether said client 
is in a local environment of said server, and said local environment is a limited area defined 
relative to said server. While Fransdonk does not explicitly describe prompting the client in 
order to retrieve this information, it would have been well within the scope of one of ordinary 
skill in the art to make such a trivial modification in view of Steenkamp (which already prompts 
the client for information prior to authorization) with a reasonable expectation of success. 

29. As to Claim 23, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 18. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Fransdonk discloses sending authorization information from said 
client to said server; wherein said authorization information indicates said client is in a local 
environment of said server, and said local environment is a limited area defined relative to said 
server (Fransdonk; paragraphs 368-371). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the client/server, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include a local environment, 
as disclosed by Fransdonk, in order to provide geographic access criteria in DRM networks. 

Fransdonk describes retrieving information from said client indicating whether said client 
is in a local environment of said server, and said local environment is a limited area defined 
relative to said server. While Fransdonk does not explicitly describe prompting the client in 
order to retrieve this information, it would have been well within the scope of one of ordinary 
skill in the art to make such a trivial modification in view of Steenkamp (which already prompts 
the client for information prior to authorization) with a reasonable expectation of success. 
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30. As to Claim 28, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 26. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Fransdonk discloses wherein said client is not in a local environment 
of said server, and said local environment is a limited area defined relative to said server 
(Fransdonk; paragraphs 368-371). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the client/server, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include a local environment, 
as disclosed by Fransdonk, in order to provide geographic access criteria in DRM networks. 

31. As to Claim 3 1 , Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 29. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Fransdonk discloses wherein said client is not in a local environment 
of said server, and said local environment is a limited area defined relative to said server 
(Fransdonk; paragraphs 368-371). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the client/server, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include a local environment, 
as disclosed by Fransdonk, in order to provide geographic access criteria in DRM networks. 

32. Claim 11, 12, and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Steenkamp, as applied to Claims 9 and 49 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2007/01 12948 to Uhlik (hereinafter "Uhlik"). 
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33. As to Claim 11, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 9. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Uhlik discloses wherein authorizing said client includes measuring 
the time between sending said local environment confirmation request and receiving a reply from 
said client in response to said local environment confirmation request (Uhlik; paragraphs 67, 68, 
100, 122; round trip time). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify authorization, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include round trip time, as 
disclosed by Uhlik, in order to facilitate improved service based on subscriber information. 

34. As to Claim 12, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 9. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Uhlik discloses wherein sending said local environment 
confirmation request includes pinging said client (Uhlik; paragraphs 67, 68, 100, 122; pinging). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify authorization, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include pinging, as disclosed 
by Uhlik, in order to facilitate improved service based on subscriber information. 

35. As to Claim 50, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 49. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Uhlik discloses wherein authorizing said client includes measuring 
the time between sending said local environment confirmation request and receiving a reply from 
said client in response to said local environment confirmation request (Uhlik; paragraphs 67, 68, 
100, 122; round trip time). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify authorization, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include round trip time, as 
disclosed by Uhlik, in order to facilitate improved service based on subscriber information. 

36. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Steenkamp and 
Fransdonk, as applied to Claim 23 above, and further in view of Uhlik. 

37. As to Claim 24, Steenkamp and Fransdonk disclose the method of claim 23. Steenkamp 
does not explicitly disclose, however Uhlik discloses wherein said authorization information is a 
reply to a ping request from said server (Uhlik; paragraphs 67, 68, 100, 122; pinging). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify authorization, as disclosed by Steenkamp, to include pinging, as disclosed 
by Uhlik, in order to facilitate improved service based on subscriber information. 

38. Claim 13 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Steenkamp, as applied to Claims 1 and 18 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
7,376,840 to McCann et al. (hereinafter "McCann"). 



39. As to Claim 13, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1 . Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however McCann discloses further comprising checking a revocation list to 
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determine whether said client is included in said revocation list; wherein said revocation list is 
stored on said server (McCann; column 7 lines 14-20, column 9 lines 3-6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include revocation lists, as disclosed by 
McCann, in order to enforce the revocation of authorization licenses in service networks. 

40. As to Claim 25, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 18. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however McCann discloses further comprising checking a revocation list to 
determine whether said client is included in said revocation list; wherein said revocation list is 
stored on said client (McCann; column 7 lines 14-20, column 9 lines 3-6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include revocation lists, as disclosed by 
McCann, in order to enforce the revocation of authorization licenses in service networks. 

41. Claims 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Steenkamp, 
as applied to Claim 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,203,966 to Abburi et al. 
(hereinafter "Abburi"). 

42. As to Claim 14, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1. Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Abburi discloses confirming a device count of members in said hub 
network by comparing said device count with a member device limit; wherein said client will not 
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be added as a member in said hub network if said device count is greater than or equal to said 
member device limit (Abburi; column 61 lines 44-67 and column 62 lines 1-35; device 
count/limit). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include a device count and device member 
limit, as disclosed by Abburi, in order to limit license provisioning in a DRM network. 

43. As to Claim 15, Steenkamp and Abburi disclose the method of claim 14. Abburi further 
discloses increasing said device count after adding said client as a member (Abburi; column 61 
lines 44-67 and column 62 lines 1-35; device count/limit). 

44. As to Claim 16, Steenkamp discloses the method of claim 1 . Steenkamp does not 
explicitly disclose, however Abburi discloses comparing a device count of members in said hub 
network with a member device limit; and confirming said device count by contacting an external 
device registration server (Abburi; column 61 lines 44-67 and column 62 lines 1-35; device 
count/limit). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the disclosure of Steenkamp to include a device count and device member 
limit, as disclosed by Abburi, in order to limit license provisioning in a DRM network. 

45. As to Claim 17, Steenkamp and Abburi disclose the method of claim 16. Abburi further 
discloses sending a device add request to said device registration server; and receiving a device 
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add permission from said device registration server; wherein said device add request includes 
said device count (Abburi; column 61 lines 44-67 and column 62 lines 1-35; device count/limit). 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vivek Krishnan whose telephone number is (571) 270-5009. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 9:00 AM to 5:30 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivek Srivastava can be reached on (571) 272-7304. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

N. KJ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2445 
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/VIVEK SRIVASTAVA/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2445 



